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ABSTRACT 
Conditional sentence is one of the grammatical items to be blllght to the fomth 
semester of senior high school students but many of the students huve difficulties in 
mastering the conditional sentences. In the writer's experience during the teaching 
practice program at SMAKr. Pirngadi I Surabaya, she realized that the students were 
often confused with the rules of conditional sentences and the studeots could not apply 
the rules of conditional sentences well. This condition lead the writer to conduct a 
study on analyzing the students errors in using the conditional sentence's. 
In conducting this study, the writer gave the test three times to the Second Year 
Students ofSMAKr. Pimgadi I Surabaya. The first arui second tests were called the IJy 
- out tests administered in class llAl.l, and the third test was called the real test, ~md 
was administered in class llA1.2. 
From the students' test papers, the writer obtained the data needed Then, the 
errors that the students made were noted down, classified according to their types, arui 
put in a rank order. The errors (that) the students made could be classified into 
Incomplete Application of Rules, False Concept Hypothesized, {),fer-generalization, 
and Ignorance ofRules Restrictions. 
The findings of the study showed that many of the second year students of 
SMAKr.Pirngadi I Surabaya made errors in using conditional sentences, and the errors 
are ranked from the highest to the lowest one ; False Concepts Hypothesized (30%) 
Incomplete Application of Rules (27%), Over-generalization (22%), and Ignorance of 
Rules Restrictions (21%). 
Finally, the writer hopes that she can give suagestions t.o how to avoid 
the students from making those errors about the rules of conditional s:entences and learn 
how to apply the rules of conditional sentences well, so that the teachers can improve 
their teclmiques in teaching conditional sentences. 
Ill 
PREFACE 
This thesis is written as a partial fulfilment of the requiremeotJ~ for the degree of 
Sarjana Peodidikan of the FKIP ofWidya Mandala Catholic University Surabaya. 
This thesis entitled " Ecrors of Conditional Sentences Made by the Second 
Year Students Of SMAKr. Pirngadi I Surabaya Especially in DAl Program " discusses 
the types of errors like : IotralinsuaJ errors and Developmental ern>rB that the second 
year students of SMAK.r. Pimgadi I Surabaya made, the causes of those errors and 
some solutions to how to overcome those errors. 
During the writer's teaching practice ( PPL ) at the SMAKr. Pimgadi I 
Surabaya. the writer fomd out that many of the students considered that English was a 
difficult subject especially in using conditional sentences, because the students often 
got confused with the use ofthe three types of conditional sentences. The writer also 
realized that some of the students could not apply the rules of conditional sentences in 
statements correctly. That was the reason why , the writer chose tbi1; topic because she 
wauted to discover the kinds and causes of those errors and tried to give some 




First of all, the writer would like to thank God for His blessings so that the 
writer could finish this thesis welL 
The writer also wishes to express her great ~tude to D!rs. MP.Soetrisno, 
MA as the first advisor and Dra. Tjahjaning Tingastuti, MPd as lbe second advisor, 
who have helped and given their valuable advice, guidance laid S1J88estions duriDg this 
thesis writing. 
The writer is also deeply indebted to Drs. Pandoyo Danna and Dra. 
Ambarwati, the English teachers of SMAKr. Pimgadi I Surabaya for their generosity in 
giving the chance to the writer to teach and to conduct the tests in their school. 
The writer also thanks to the writer's family and her friends who have helped 
her in giving the spirit and contributions to finish this thesis. 
May Ood Bless Them all 
The writer 
v 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
CHAPTER I INTRODUCilON . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
1.1 BackgroiUld of the Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
1.2 Statement of the Problem . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
1.3 The Objective of the Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
1.4 The Significance of the Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
l.S Limitations of the Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
1. 6 The Theoretical Frameworlc . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 
1.6.1 Theory ofF.rror Analysis ( EA ) . .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 4 
1.6.2 Theory of Contrastive AnaJysis ( CA) .................................. 4 
1.7 Definition ofthe Key- Terms ............................................... 5 
1. 7.1 Errors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5 
1. 7.2 Conditional Sentences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 
1.8 AsSlDDptions .............................................................. 6 
1.9 Organization of the Thesis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 
CHAPTER ll REVIEW OF THE RELATED UfER.ATURE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 
2.1 Review of the Related Studies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 
2.2 Theory ofError Analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 
2.2.1 Rod Ellis ( 1986: 51-52) ............................................. 9 
2.2.2. Chomsky ( 1963 ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 
2.2.3 Dulay and Burt ( 1972) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 
2.2.4 H Douglas Brown ( 1980) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 
2.2.5 Richards and Corder ( 1967) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . 11 
2.3 Theory of Contrastive Analysis ( CA) ...................................... 13 
2.4 The Theory of&glish Conditional Sentences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 
vi 
2.4.1 The First Conditional Sentences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 
2.4.2 The Second Conditional Sentences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 
2.4.3 The Third Conditional Sentences . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17 
CHAPTER ill RESEARCH METIIODOLOOY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 
3.1 Research Design ........................................................... 18 
3.1.1 The Instructor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 
3.1.2 The Materials . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 
3.2 The Treatment and Instrument of the Research . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 
3.2.1 The Trealnlent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 
3.2.2 Time Alocation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19 
3.2.3 The Instnunent . . . . .. . .. . .. . .. . .. .. . . .. . . .. . . .. .. .. .. . .. . .. .. . . .. .. . . .. . 20 
3.2.4 The Quality of the Instrument . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21 
3.2.4.1 The Validity ofthe Instrument ........................................ 21 
3.2.4.2 The Reliability of the Test . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22 
3.2.4.3 Practically I Economically . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24 
3.2.51tem Analysis ......................................................... 25 
3.2.5.1 The Level ofDi.fficulty . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 
3.2.5.2 The Index ofDiscrimination . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26 
3.3 The Scoring Teclmiques . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27 
3.4 Procedure of Collecting the Data ........................................... 27 
3.4.1 The Pre- experimental Stage ............................................. 27 
3.4.2 The Experimental Stage . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 
3.5 The Schedule for the Experimental Activities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29 
CHAPTER IV DATA ANALYSIS AND lNTERPRETATION OF Jto"'INDINOS . . . 30 
4.1 Data Analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30 
vii 
4.2 Findings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32 
4.3 Interpretation of the Findings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41 
4.3.1 False Concepts Hypothesized ........................................... 42 
4.3.2 Incomplete Application ofRules . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 42 
4.3.3 Over· generalization .................................................... 43 
4.3.4lgnorance ofRules Restrictions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . 43 
CHAPTER V CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 
5 .l SUIIIIDIKY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 
5. 2 Suggestions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.5 
viii 
